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REMARKS 

The Office Action mailed on March 22, 2005, has been reviewed and the Examiner's 
comments have been carefully considered. Claims 1-11 were pending. Claims 1,6, 10 and 
1 1 are amended. Claim 12 is added. Claims 1-12 are now pending and are submitted for 
reconsideration. 

Prior Art Rejections 

Claims 1, 3-5 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 5,942,717 (Pathe), and claims 6, 9 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,989,515 (Kelly). Claims 2, 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable in view of various combinations of Pathe, Kelly and 
U.S. Patent No. 6,338,500 (Perotto). The rejections should be withdrawn because as 
explained further below none of the references disclose, teach or suggest the claimed 
invention. The rejections are addressed in turn below. 

Pathe Rejection : 

As mentioned above, the rejection should be withdrawn because Pathe fails to 
disclose, teach or suggest the claimed invention. For example, Pathe fails to disclose, teach 
or suggest the "plasma generating agent disposed in the casing for generating a plasma in 
response to energization of the electrode." 

The Examiner contends that elements 14 and 20 of Pathe correspond to the claimed 
"plasma generating agent." Pathe teaches that element 20 is a micro-component comprising 
"a wafer 11, preferably made of alumina." (Pathe at col. 5, line 6). Pathe discloses that a 
resistive bridge 23 is serigraphed onto the wafer 11. (Pathe at col. 5, line 14). The wafer 1 1 
and the resistive bridge 23 form part of the micro-component 20. Element 14 of Pathe is not 
defined in the specification. However, it is assumed that element 14 is merely solder 
connecting micro-component 20 to other electrical components. 

According to Pathe, the bridge 23 discharges "a plasma in the composition 4." (Pathe 
at col. 6, line 18). However, in Pathe the bridge 23 is not a plasma generating agent formed 
of "water glass" as called for in claims 1 and 10. Pathe teaches that the bridge is either a 
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resistive bridge created by serigraphy (col. 5, lines 14-17) or a semi-conducting bridge (col. 6, 
lines 1-5) formed by a semi-conductor material. There is no disclosure or teaching to use 
"water glass" to form the bridge 23. Thus, Pathe cannot anticipate claims 1 or 10 and the 
rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 2-5 depend from claim 1 and are allowable therewith, for at least the reasons 
set forth above, without regard to the further patentable limitations contained therein. These 
patentable limitations include, for example, a reaction agent that is a mixture of first and 
second reaction agents as called for in claim 3. Pathe only teaches the presence of 
"composition 4" and "composition 5," (see col. 4, lines 18-24) but does not teach that these 
separate compositions are a "mixture of a first reaction agent and a second reaction agent" as 
called for in claim 3. 

Kelly Rejection 

As mentioned above, the rejection should be withdrawn because Kelly fails to 
disclose, teach or suggest the claimed invention. For example, Kelly fails to disclose, teach 
or suggest "a plasma generating agent comprising water glass" as called for in claims 6 and 
1 1 . The Examiner contends that element 1 8 is a plasma generating agent. However, the 
Examiner is mistaken, because element 18, is only a "bridgewire." (Kelly at col. 3, lines 37- 
38). There is no disclosure that element 18 is a plasma generating agent comprising water 
glass. Furthermore, Kelly fails to disclose a "gas generator" as called for in claim 11. 
Reconsideration of the rejection of claims 6 and 1 1 is respectfully requested. 

Claims 7 and 8 depend from claim 6 and are allowable therewith, for at least the 
reasons set forth above, without regard to the further patentable limitations contained therein. 
Furthermore, Perotto contains no disclosure or teaching that would cure the deficiencies of 
Kelly noted above. 

Claim 9 calls for "a mixture of a reaction agent and a plasma generating agent." 
Assuming arguendo, that elements 22 and 18 correspond to the claimed reaction agent and 
plasma generating agent, Kelly fails to disclose, teach or suggest that elements 22 and 1 8 are 
combined in "a mixture" as called for in claim 9. Reconsideration and withdrawal of the 
rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Claim 12 is allowable for at least the reason that neither Pathe nor Kelly disclose an 
air bag utilizing an initiator or a gas generator as claimed. 

Conclusion 

Applicant believes that the present application is now in condition for allowance. 
Favorable reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested. The Examiner is 
invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a telephone interview would 
expedite allowance of the application. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: June 17, 2005 

FOLEY & LARDNER 
Customer Number: 22428 
Telephone: (202) 672-5582 
Facsimile: (202) 672-5399 



By: 





Howard N. Shipley 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 39,370 



SHOULD ADDITIONAL FEES BE NECESSARY IN CONNECTION WITH THE FILING OF THIS PAPER, OF IF A PETITION FOR 
EXTENSION OF TIME IS REQUIRED FOR TIMELY ACCEPTANCE OF SAME, THE COMMISSIONER IS HEREBY AUTHORIZED 
TO CHARGE DEPOSIT ACCOUNT NO. 19-0741 FOR ANY SUCH FEES; AND APPLICANT(S) HEREBY PETITION FOR ANY 
NEEDED EXTENSION OF TIME. 
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